The procedure described permits comparison of polyelectrolytes for their ability to flocculate food solids and thus enable filtration for recovery of food-bome viruses.
lation-filtration procedure to recover a model reovirus from ground beef and oysters. The same procedure was then used with poliovirus-inoculated ground beef to establish the applicability of two sewage flocculants, among 20 tested, to food virology. The technique appears suited to evaluation of similar products in other countries.
Reovirus type 1, strain Lang, and poliovirus type 1, strain CHAT, were obtained from the American Type Culture Collection, Rockville, Md., and propagated and assayed in two continuous cell lines, BGM (IBL, Rockville, Md.) and HeLa (obtained from the State Laboratory of Hygiene, Madison, Wis.; used only with poliovirus), by methods described previously (1, 2) .
Ground beef (25 g, three trials) and shucked oysters (Crassostrea virginica; 20 g, four trials) were inoculated with reovirus at >104 plaqueforming units (PFU) per g. The virus recovery procedure, described previously (4, 5) , entails suspension of the sample in 100 ml of glycineNaOH (GN) buffer, pH 8.8, with 2 ml of a 1% solution of Cat-Floc and subsequent clarification through a series of filters. We also inoculated two sets of eight 25-g samples of ground beef with -1 PFU of reovirus per sample. The samples were processed as described, but each extract was then concentrated to 5 ml in an Amicon 202 filter holder (Amicon Corp., Lexington, Mass.) using a PM30 membrane and inoculated into a single 25-cm2 BGM culture (5 ). Cat-Floc T and T-1 were diluted like the original Cat-Floc, so a sample received either 2 ml or 0.13 ml (as 2 ml of a 15-fold dilution) of these. The other products were tested as 2 ml of the undiluted fluid and of a 100-fold dilution (0.02 ml of the product), with one exception. Although Sol 24 and Sol 25 were tested individually as just described, they were mixed together, in accordance with the manufacturer's literature, in such a way that the 2 ml of the mixture that was added to each sample contained 0.1 ml of each of the original products, and the 100-fold dilution that was also tested had 0.001 ml of each. The viral recovery procedures were otherwise the same as with the dryform products.
The recoveries with Cat-Floc of reovirus from the foods inoculated at the higher levels are shown in Table 1 . Virus was detected in three of each eight samples that received 1 PFU, which does not differ significantly from expectations based on 75% virus recovery (5) .
Only Cation 105C of the dry-form products tested yielded an adequate volume of clarified extract (Table 2 ). This was accompanied by a titer sufficiently high that slightly more virus appeared to have been recovered than had been inoculated. Other products yielded low volumes of extract due to poor clarification, low virus titers, and in one case extract so toxic in cell cultures that virus assays could not readily be performed.
Clarification was attained with several of the liquid products, but only Cat-Floc T, at the lower of the concentrations tested, yielded an acceptable virus titer (Table 3) . None of these extracts was toxic in cell cultures, but many that showed good volume and clarity contained little or no virus. A few were high in virus titer but low in volume.
In recovering food-borne viruses, food solids may be flocculated by Cat-Floc and removed either by filtration (4, 5) or by centrifugation (7). The flocculation-filtration procedure appears to recover reovirus adequately from ground beef and oysters.
The survey of polyelectrolyte sewage flocculants was intended to be extensive, rather than intensive, because more intensive tests of an earlier proposed altemative to Cat-Floc showed that some such flocculants, despite manipulation of concentration and pH, are of no use in recovering virus from food (4). Ground beef contaminated experimentally with enteroviruses affords a reasonably rigorous test of recovery methods for food-borne viruses (3, 6, 8 
